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PER CURI AM

Jyoti Jagtiani, a native and citizen of India, petitions
for review of an order of the Board of |Immgration Appeals
affirmng without opinion the Immgration Judge’'s denial of her
application for cancellation of renoval. Jagtiani, who is here
illegally, was convicted on My 9, 2001, of nmking a false
statenent on an application for a passport pursuant to 18 U S.C A
§ 1542 (West 2000 & Supp. 2004). The offense conduct that resulted
in the conviction took place in 1991. Jagtiani was served with a
Notice to Appear charging her with renpvability in Decenber 2001.

Jagtiani does not dispute the 1J's finding that she is
ineligible for cancellation of renoval due to her conviction.
Rat her, Jagtiani contends that her right to due process was
vi ol at ed because she was not permtted the opportunity to apply for
suspensi on of deportation, a formof relief that was elim nated and
repl aced by cancell ation of renoval effective April 1, 1997. She
further asserts that she should have been placed in deportation
proceedi ngs back in 1991 at the tinme of her of fense conduct because
she coul d have applied for, and would certainly have been granted,
suspensi on of deportation.

W have considered Jagtiani’s due process claim and

conclude that it is wthout nerit. See Appiah v. INS, 202 F.3d

704, 708-10 (4th Gr. 2000). Accordingly, we deny the petition for

review. We dispense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal



contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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